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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



This is responsive to the Application filed on 15 April 2004. 



Claim Objections 



2. 



Misnumbered claims 18-24 should be renumbered 17-23. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

Claims 6 and 7 recite a "prediction algorithm" that is not described in the 
specification. For purposes of examination, the "prediction algorithm" will be treated as 
the disclosed "statistical language model". 



Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 



35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 
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6. Claims 9-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

In claims 9 - 16, a "system" is recited; however, it appears that the system would 
reasonably be interpreted by one of ordinary skill in the art as software, per se, as 
evidenced by claims 17-23. The only element recited as part of the system, "a rare 
sequence detector", is not explicitly and deliberately defined in the specification, and it 
appears that such would reasonably be interpreted as representative of the software 
that causes the detection to occur. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

8. Claims 1 - 2, 8 - 10, 16 - 17, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Luther (USPN 5,500,919). 

Claim 1: 

Luther discloses a method for improving the intelligibility of speech output by a 
speech synthesizer, comprising the steps of: 

determining if uncommon words exist in the text; and if it is determined that an 
uncommon word exists in the text, pausing the output of the synthesized speech of the 
uncommon word to offset the uncommon word from its surrounding speech ("It is also 
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possible for an operator to select whether unknown words ... are spelled out", col. 5, 
lines 3-6). 

Claim 2: 

Luther discloses the method of claim 1 , wherein the determination is made by 
comparing the input text to common words stored in a database and determining if a 
word is uncommon if the word is not in the database ("... unknown words that is, words 
which do not match a spelling dictionary, col. 5, lines 3-6). 

Claim 8: 

Luther discloses the method of claim 1, wherein the pausing is inserted at least 
one of before, after and within the uncommon word ("It is also possible for an operator 
to select whether unknown words ... are spelled out", col. 5, lines 3-6). 

Claims 9- 10, and 16: 

Claims 9-10, and 16 are similar in scope and content to claims 1 - 2, and 8; 
they are rejected with the same rationale. 
Claims 17 and 23: 

Claims 17 and 23 are similar in scope and content to claims 1 and 8; they are 
rejected with the same rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 3-7, 11-15, and 18-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Luther (USPN 5,500,919) in view of Lu et al (USPN 5,819,260). 

Claim 3: 

Luther discloses the method of claim 1 , but it does not explicitly disclose wherein 
a word is determined as uncommon if the word is capitalized. 

In a phrase recognition method, similar to Luther's word determination, Lu 
categorizes capitalizes words (proper names) in order to enhance phrase recognition 
(col. 2, lines 59-61). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use proper names (capitalized words) as uncommon because proper 
names are rare in spelling dictionaries 

Claims 4 and 5: 

Luther discloses the method of claim 1 , but it does not explicitly discloses 
wherein the determination is made by using a statistical language model which 
compares a calculated value with a threshold value and if the calculated value is less 
than the threshold value the word is determined as uncommon. 

In a phrase recognition method, similar to Luther's word determination, Lu 
processes phrases to determine frequency of occurrence (col. 4, lines 14-15). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to determine the frequency of occurrence of a word and label it as uncommon 
if the frequency is below a threshold because, by definition, uncommon words are rare. 
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Claims 6 and 7: 

Luther discloses the method of claim 1 , but it does not explicitly discloses 
wherein the determination is made by using a prediction algorithm which compares a 
calculated value with a threshold value and if the calculated value is less than the 
threshold value the word is determined as uncommon. 

In a phrase recognition method, similar to Luther's word determination, Lu 
processes phrases to determine frequency of occurrence (col. 4, lines 14-15). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to determine the frequency of occurrence of a word and label it as uncommon 
if the frequency is below a threshold because, by definition, uncommon words are rare. 

Claims 11-15: 

Claims 11 - 15 are similar in scope and content to claims 3-7; they are rejected 
with the same rationale. 
Claims 18-22: 

Claims 18-22 are similar in scope and content to claims 3-7; they are rejected 
with the same rationale. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Samuel G. Neway whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1058. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 8:30AM - 5:30PM 
EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David R Hudspeth can be reached on 571-272-7843. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



273-8300. 
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